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TURNER’S HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY.

History of Philosophy. By Willlam Turner,
S.T.D. Boston: Glnn & Co. 1903. 8vo,
p. 674,

Some apology may be duo to our readers
for giving more than a lne or two to a
book which professes merely to be a one-
volumo text-book of the whole history ot
philosophy. But this is no ordinary third-
hand compilation. The thorough reader ot
philosophy will find himselt here confronted
by a peer whose judgments are his own
(barring In a sense thos. that touch dogma)
In a larger proportion than is usual, the
principal exceptions being that, In anclent
and early medieval history, Imaginations ot
German higher critics are too casily assent-
ed to. As ono goes through the volume,
one becomes intcrested ln'conslderlng the
views of tho author, and finds them mostly
acceptable.  Stickl’s various writings, the
manuals that have emanated from Stony-
hurst, and sundry other books and articles
had already produced upon us the lmpres-
slon that Leonine Thomism was a declided-
ly favorable standpolnt from which to survey
the course of philosophy; and the present
volume bears out that Impression, There Is
& reason why it should be so: the adherent
of any modern school Is a nominalist—that
13, he believes in only a "'slngle fundamental
mode of being, and his power of concelving
other modces has become atrophled from dis-
use. But a true Aristotellan, of whatever
stripe, must recognize a germinal mode of
belng, a positive, substantial possibllity, or
potentiality, over and above gactual exis-
tence, or exsistence. He g thus in a condi-
tlon to understand both nominalistic and
realftic conceéptions of the unlverse. The
most favorable stnnd[d)olnt, on this principle,
should be that of the Scotist, who {s hab-
ituated to thinking of three modes of being
—matter, or the positively possible; form,
or that whose belng consists in its general
Boverning of what in any way Is; and hecce-
itles, or poslitive elements of individual ex-
istence. Unfortunately mno conslderablo
Scotlstic school of thougnt 1s now extant.

Only a pragmatist, hero and there, has a |

sort of umul_ty to Scotus.

Apart from all this, it das long been com-
ing home to the philosophical world that a
more thorough appreciation of the realistic
theory is one of the prerequisites to phil-
osophy’'s ever developing into a stable sei-
ence, It Is a chief merit of this little book
that it furnishes a more intelligible and
truer account of the development of schol-
astic realism than can be found in many a
more _pretentlous hlstory of philosophy.
The system of St. Thomas Aquinas, be-
yond disputo onc of the greatest that have
ever been formed, Is here expounded with
accuracy and in some detall. The modifica-
tion of tnat doctrine by Scotus—dcpnrtlng
from 1t, rougfly speaking, about a% much as
Aristotellanism departs from Platonism—
1s less sympathetically treated. The reasong
for the mod!fication are not explained, nor
13 the essential characteristic of it clearly
set/forth. What iIs sald of it, however, Is

e enough; and that {s more than the
Scotlst {s accustomed to find in compen-
dlums or even In books devoted to explain-
ing the doctrine he follows.

Father Turnei’s account of the rise of
scholasticism s particularly comprehensi-
ble, and In the main points just, During
the three centuries and more that elapsed
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gena and the granting of the firs\.distiuctly
recorded privilego to the Univers ty of Parlg
by Philip Augustus, A. p. 1200, we hear of
somo slxty teachers of philosophy; and of
most of them we barely learn thelr exlst-
ence.  About a thilrd of them, including all
the most important, recelve separate treat-
ment by Father Turner, thus affording a
tolerably definite Idea of ono stde—tho In-
ternal side-—of the line of generatlon of
scholasticlsm proper, the scholastlelsm of
the Unlversity of Parls. The account given
ot the philosophy of the fourteenth and two
following centuries does not  satisly us
nearly so well. It 1s diMcult to concelve
that a person who had ever made any ge-
rious study of Ockham could have glven so
colorless a portralture of that strong and
singular thinker, whose subsequent  infly-
ence has been so mighty that a close exam-
Ination of his thought was called for. The
decay of scholasticism |g largely attributed
to nominallsm; and po doubt there
{s somo truth ip that. For not only
does nominalism render any religious
Philosophy {impossible or absurd, but
the empty formalism, oppressive trivial.
ity, and soporific verbosity of the medimeval
nomlnnllsts—ospeclally the later onecs,
though Ockham himselt is hard to beat In
the last particular—wag calculated to dis-
gust overy llvely mind. Yet, after all, the
Scotists retalned the upper hand in the most
important centres to the last; It was
not the Ockhams but the Dunses that most
excited the resentment of the humanists;
and it was, In part, because of this resent-
ment that the modern world became nom-
Inalistic. Yet it shoula not be forgotten
that the study of the Stolc and Eplcurean
philosophles was an important factor in
this.

Besides nominalism, Father Turner holds
the chief cause of the decay of scholastl-
cism to have been Averrolsm, especlally the
proposition that-what is true in philosophy
may not be true In theology. 1Is it not sin-
gular how moat men regard this proposition
a8 simply abominable, while another propo-
sition, differing from it chlefly in being
more general, is by many it not most men
considered as the capstone of good gense—
Wwe mean the proposltion that what s true
In theory may be false in practice? The
meaning of this is, of course, that a cor-
rect deduction from a theory may, in con-
soquence ‘of the lmpossibility of any general
theory taking into account all the factors
which affect experience, be found quite con-
tradicted by cxperiment. Nobody will be
more alive to this than modern mathemati-
clans. What, then, is it that Averroes adds
to this that makes his proposlition so abom-
fnable? It is that if g deductive concluslon
18 80 abhorrent to one's most intimate con-
science that to accept it would be to break
up ome’s whole system of moral habitudes,
it is better to adhere to natural or quasi-
natural sentiment, and to suppose that
some undetected error affects the philoso-
pheme, although it appear evidently tg fol-
low from axioms. Averroes advanced his
proposition on the occasion of such a con-
tradictlon presenting itself in his own ex-
berience. He was in a situation simdlar to
that of one of those religlous speculators
whom we sometimes read of In the news-
papars, who reason it out that it {s thelr
duty to burn their children allve or com-
mit some other enormity, Is it really so

between the ‘De Divislone Nﬂt§m' of Erf-

abominable, In such a case, to do ng Aver-
roes did rather than to follow apparent
reason to the destruction of all that one
has been accustomed to hold sacrell? KFath-
er Turner says that the proposition of
Averroes is contrary to the basic principle
of scholasticlsn, Undoubtedly it 18 so, in
s0 far as the general proposition that what
i$ true In theory may be false in practice Is
contrary to the basle principles of the
theory.  But that s not to say that tho ac-
ceptance of the proposition is unfavorable
to further and closer study of the theory.
Would 1t not be a truer account of the de-
cadence of scholasticism to say that any
purely deductive theory, like those of schol.
astielsm, must eventually exhaust [ts Inter-,
est owlng to all the Important consequences
having been already made out? Pure math-
ematics Is saved from exhaustion only by
starting new sets of hypothesos as the for-
mer ones become uninterosting,

IHowever, there was an entirely different
order of causes tending  to disintegrate
scholasticism which IFather Turner perhaps
constdered beyond the srope of this manual,
Namely, there are certain incongrulties
necessarlly accompanylng a priesthood, sa-
cred things—such as masses and Inten-
tlons of masses——being bought and sold 1lke
raflway seccuritles; a court, like protana
courts, a hotbed of vice and iniqulty, ete.,
ete., which seem natural enough to a bar-
barian llke the European of the niloth or
tenth century. Now scholasticism itself,
together with other agencies, had cultivat-
ed men's mindg up to the polnt where such
sordld and vile things, interwoven with the
most holy. igevitably produced upon the
lay mind an intense disgust whlich, where
there was a certain degree of Intellectual
strength, made a readiness for unbellef, it
not unbelief ftself. Then, just as we all
know that crude forms ot punlshment may
answer well for very young children, but
would have disastrous effects at a later
age, so the barbaric mannecr in which the
Church always treated heresy prevented its
expression, and so not only rendered un-
beliet invulnerable, but added to it a cynt-
cal hypocerisy which disinclined minds to
any philosophy ltke scholastic reallsm. For
thls hxpocrisy sald to itself, with a shrug
of the shoulders, “I believe what I see, and
nothing else.” There ig énough of {t eat-
Ing the bread and butter of the Catholic
Church to-day to fllustrate what we mean
(not without force) to anybody who is at
all acquainted with that communion. Com-
bine causes such as these, and the westhetic
fashion of mind that the Constantinopoli-
tans Imported into the West, with the in-
evitable exhaustion of a deductive treat-
ment of theology, and causes for the dlsso-
lutfon of scholasticism seem only too abun-
dant, .

We regret that the limits of our columns
forbid our considering Father Turner’s in-
terpretations and  eritlcisms of modern
phi'losophy, which are always 1nt9restlng,
and under a good teacher will prove stimu-
lating to the thought of the student. This
cffect will only be heightened by there be-
ing occasional littie exceptions to be taken.
We will {llustrate these by two instances,
one of criticism and one of Interpretation.
Namely, Father Turner calls Locke "“super-
ficial.” Now, it T hardly concelvable that
anybody, in the light of modern psychology,
should deny what Father Turner probably
means. But how will the neophyte under-
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stand the word "superficial”? Superficlal-
ity is the opposito of ponotration. It is
the effoct of not having thought much about
the propositions one enunciatos. One of
Locke's most remarkable traits, shown on
overy page of hls masterpleco, {8 that
every scctlon brings the ({rult of enough
thought to furnish forth a conslderable os-
say. Not defoctjve penetration, but the
tatlure to take into consideration other clr-
cnmstances than those which he has stu-
dled—that 1s the characteristic fault of
Locke.

The other instance to which we sghall re-

. ter is that Father Taylor says that Des-

cartes, in his reply to Gassendl, “‘protested
that the [Cogito] ergo sum is not an infer-
ence.”” This was Dugald Stowart's notlon;
but it is not tenable. Descartes citen said
that the Cogilo ergo sym was not a syllo-
gism or an enthymemse, nor founded on the
syllogistic theory of reasoning. Yot even
that hardly gibes with his ver_slon of it In
the ‘Principfa.’. It is true that he calls
It “tanquam rem per so notam simpllct
pentis intuitu.” But what he meaps I8
that when one considers that one thinks,
one at once percelves thereby that one ex-
ists. He thus makes the knowledge of
one's existence an effect of the knowledge
that- one thinks. As Cousin said, “Le
dono je suis n'indique-t-il - pas un llen
logique? Comine Descartes emplole. tog-
jourg ce mot quand 1l raisonne, n'est-il pas
naturel de croire que ce méme mot a icl
le méme sens que partout aillours, et “co
rappert des termes ne marque-t-i} point
celut dea procédés Intellectuels? 8i le donc
p'a pas ici un sens loglque, pourquol Des-
cartes ne l'a-t-il pas ait?”’

We bave found so much fault with the
book that our readers may fiot understand
why we like it so much. It Is because it
is neither a machine-made complilation nor
a vague essay, but is the work of a real
student of the history of philosophy. We
may add that its statements are formally
distinct and explicit, as befits a book for
beginners and a text-book. There is a
thirteen-page index of proper names, and
of such sublects as Absolutlsm, Academies,
Accadian traditions, Esthetics, Agnosti-
clsm, Alr currents of the Stoles, Antino-
mies, Arablan philosophy, Arlanism, As-
tronomy, Atomists.

The Tempest. Edited by Mark Harvey Lid-
dell. (The Elizabethan Shakspere.)
Doubleday, Page & Co. 1903.

From the printer’s note at the end, it ap-
pears that this volume had been already
several months in process of manufacture
before “Macheth,” the first volume of the
edition, was published in April, 1903. The
adherence of the editor to every detall of
the form and method of the previous vol-
ume is, then, not to be regarded as a wilful
ignoring of the very considerable mass "of
criticism which greeted the result of the
first stago of his'labors. It is nong the less
to be regretted that the serious faults al-
ready pointed out should continue to mar
one of the most costly and elaborate pro-
ductions so far attempted by American
scholarship. Some of these, of course, {n-
here in the very conception of the work.
The distribution of the comment round
three margins of the text, the fallure to
restrain it within the limits of the same

_would merely hold over his betrothal play

page as the corresponding text, and the
ahuen_go of paragraphing in the notes, con-
tinue to puzzlo and bewllder the reader;
and these cannot well be altered without
changing the character of the odition. The
absence of line-numbors, except at tho top

' of the page, however, is a defect which

could easily bo remedied.

On the less mechanical side, the treat-
ment of the text remains- open to scrious
criticlam. The arbltrary spelllng of the
First Follo I8 retained throughout, and the
editor trequently implies that this has the
authority of Shakspere himseclf. This, of
course, i8 not certaln or even probable; and
a good defence for troubling the reader
with the eccentricitles of an unknown
peventeenth-century type-setter cxists only
when an exact reprint of the Folio 18 be-

‘ing attempted. But no such attempt is

here made. The stage directions, the ar-
rangement of verses, the punctuation, the
capitals and ltalics, and even the dialogue
ftself, are all tampered with; so that one
has ina.ny of the disadvantages of a fac-
slmile without its authority.

The material In the notes has the same
merits and defects as were to be found in
Mr. Liddell's “Macbeth.” Learning and
ingenulty are here in abundance, and the
professed student of Ellzabethan English
grammar and idom will find much interest-
ing material brought together; but he will
constantly find himselff;wishing that Mr.
Liddell had written a .dictionary, and not
buried his findings among masses of ele-
mentary and irrelevant comments on Shak-
spere.

In the more erudite parts of his work
the editor is unduly dogmatic at times. Ex-
planations which the scholar would gladly
take as suggestlons become annoying as
absolute assertions. . Thus, on the line,
“What cares these roarers for the name of
king?’ the note says, “ROARERS, ‘rioters,’
for the boatswain’s use of the word in this
connection ImpNes the BL.meaning ‘riotous
person,’ ¢p. ‘to roare, . . . to murmur,
to show themselves discontented’ Alvearie;
‘roarer’ {8 also a regular term for ‘bluster-
ing fellow,” ‘bully.”’ This use of “roarer”
is, of course, well known, but In the present
passage it 18 quite as llkely to mean just
‘“roarer.”

In the Introduction, Mr. Liddell’'s work
{8 much more lntelllgent’ and better pro-
portioned. The discussion of the sources
of the play s clear and scholarly. In the
matter of the date he accepts with a modl-
fication tke view of Tieck and Garnett.
These scholars have argued that “The Tem-
pest” was written for the marriage of the
Princess Elizabeth and the Elector Pala-
tine in February, 1613. Mr. Liddell, im-
pressed by the autumnal spirit of the play

‘and the masque of Ceres in the fourth act,

and by the fact that Ferdinand and Mi-
randa are betrothed but not married, con-
cludes that Shakspere prepared it for the
betrothal ceremonies planned for the pre-
vious autumn, Owing to the death of
Prince Henry, the betrothal was postponed,
and later performed without public fes-
tivitles; so it is argued that Shakspere

and touch it up for the weddlng.ltaelt in
the beginning of the following year. But
neither these reasons nor QGarnett’s at-
tempts to ldentify the characters of the
play with personages at court seem suffi-

clently to discount the. statement of the.

cautious and learned Malone, based upon
documenta now lost, that the comedy “haa
& being and a name In the autumn of 1611."

The more purely literary critlciam con-
talnod In the Introduction and scattered
through the notes 1s often interesting and
suggestive. Tho weakness here, as in the
“Macbeth;™\Is in Mr. Llddeoll's perslatent
attempts to trace a parallelism In the mo-
tives of the greater plays. The following
paragraph gives an instance, and not an
extreme one, of the tendoncy.

“It was Macheth's fervent wigh to net up
the train of consequence flowing from his
act, an®~through this suspcnsion of causo
and effect gain at one stroko success. It
scoms as if this poetic thought, this in-
tervention of the human will into the de-
signs of God, had suggested itaelf to Shaks-
pere as the theme for a play In which ‘the
trammelling up’ would bo to a nobler end.
Unlike Macbeth, Prospero justifics his usur-
patlon. The ‘Tempest’ is thus, though so
briof and shadowy, one of the most sug-
gestive of Shakspere's plays; and, belng
a comedy in the Elizabethan scnse of a
talo ending happlly, it belongs with the
great tragedies—'Hamlet,' ‘Macbeth,’ ‘Othel-
lo,’ and ‘Lear,’ making for them a kind ot
complementing Epllogue in which the poet
hints at the proper Interpretation of his
greatest work. For in [t 1s answered tho
question which the tragedies put: Is life
necessarlly bound in shallows and in mis-
eries, all cheerless, dark, and deadly? Will
man, then, like the base Indian, throw his
pearl away? Is it a questlion of to be or
pot to be, the latter alternative only pre-
vented through respect of what dreams may
come when we have shuffled off this mortal
coil? 1Is it a tale of sound and fury sig-
nifying nothing? Are we only such stuff as
dreams are made of, our little life rounded
with a sleep—a Bleep and a forgetting?”

‘It {8 to be observed that it 18 here as-
sumed that the great tragedies aro ques-
tione, the answers to which are to be
sought outslde themselves. This is silently
to impeach the conclusions of the great
mass of critics, who have found in these
dramas an attempt to solve as well as to
raigse profound problems as to the signifi-
cance of lite. Further, It iz assumed that
ecach tragedy is simply a different form of
the same question. But an examinatlon ot
the succession of statements of it will show
that this identity can be made out only by
an unwarrantable straining, and this strain-
ing 18 constantly evident in the further at-
tempts to work out the idea statdd in the
passage which has been quoted. In the in-
terpretation of individual plays a wise cau-
tion 18 called for in the attributing to
Shakspere of consclous and deliberate met-
aphysical purpose in the cholce and trea
ment of his subject. In dealing with groups
of plays this necessity for caution is great-
ly increased. What Mr, Liddell has to con-
tribute would be mno less useful to the
Shakspere student {f it were given as sug-
gestion rising out of the play, without dog-
matic ‘assertlon about what the dramatist
meant to put 1nto‘ 1t.

The Opening of the Mississippi: A Strug-
gle for Supremacy In the American In-
terlor. By Frederic Austin Ogg, Instruc-
tor in History in Indlana Unlversity. The
Macmillan Co. 1804. Pp. xi, 670.

The title of Mr. Ogg’'s book is not al-
together an accurate indication of its con-
tents. That .he realizes this is apparent
from the explanation which he feels bound
to offer in the preface, where he says:
“This book is intended primarily to be a
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